
UNPUBLISHED
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No. 02-1772
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Petitioner,
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Petition denied by unpublished per curiam opinion.
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PER CURIAM:

Meheret Getahun, a native and citizen of Ethiopia, petitions

for review of a final order of the Board of Immigration Appeals

(Board) denying her motion to reopen deportation proceedings based

on a claim for protection under the United Nations Convention

Against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman, or Degrading Treatment or

Punishment.  Getahun contends that the Board improperly applied the

asylum standard in assessing this claim and failed to give proper

weight to relevant country conditions in finding that she failed to

establish a prima facie case that it is more likely than not she

would suffer torture if she returned to Ethiopia.  We have reviewed

the administrative record and the Board’s decision.  We conclude

that the Board applied the correct standard in evaluating Getahun’s

claim, and did not abuse its discretion in denying the motion to

reopen.  See Stewart v. INS, 181 F.3d 587, 595 (4th Cir. 1999); 8

C.F.R. § 208.16(c)(2) (2002). 

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review.  We dispense

with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are

adequately presented in the materials before the court and argument

would not aid the decisional process.

PETITION DENIED


